part of the sentence, in particular, has the virtue of recognizing that films can be turned into orphans in more ways than we might expect. mourns the fact that no one "wanted to invest in Carmontelle's innovation . . . as an idea to be expanded on."
The mental image of those gorgeous watercolor paintings, embodying the principle of panoramic movement but eventually tossed in the corner of a studio near the deathbed of an artist, is filled with romantic connotations. It could also become the delight of any orphanologist, and maybe introduce the application of the "orphan" model to the body of works known as "pre-cinema." Which brings me to the second example. Another "pre-cinematic" image, commonly found in the textbooks where all the precursors of Lumière and Edison are hastily squeezed into a preliminary chapter, was included in the publisher's catalog blurb promoting Oliver Grau's book,
MediaArtHistories (2007). According to the catalog listing,
Digital art has become a major contemporary art form, but it has yet to achieve acceptance from mainstream cultural institutions; it is rarely collected, and seldom included in the study of art history or other academic disciplines. In MedaArtHistories, leading scholars seek to change this. They take a wider view of media art, placing it against the backdrop of art history . . . Contributors trace the evolution of digital art, from thirteenth-century Islamic mechanical devices and eighteenth-century phantasmagoria, magic lanterns, and other multimedia illusions, to Marcel Duchamp's inventions and 1960s Kinetic and Op Art. 4 An article on an obscure ancestor of camera movement, a book on digital art: two ends of a very broad historical spectrum. 5 What do they have in common? Let's consider again the title of the New York Times article about Carmontelle, "Long before Video Cameras."
Before video cameras? What about the Celluloid Age? Film cameras? And cinema? The piece barely makes a mention of it, while we are pointedly reminded that the technique used for looking at the Carmontelle drawings was a "precursor to television." By all means, a television set is (or was) "boxlike," thank you very much, but hadn't the same panoramic effect been achieved by cinema? The MediaArtHistories ad begs a similar question. It may well be that digital art has only begun to play a role in mainstream cultural institutions, but there is reason to believe that it is being accepted by academia more promptly and perhaps more enthusiastically than cinema has been in the first one hundred years since its appearance. After all, how many fine arts museums have a cinema program and a space for digital art installations? How many departments of art history have incorporated film in their curricula? Aren't cinema courses easier to find, say, in the departments of English, languages, international studies, or even rhetoric?
Common sense dictates two predictable answers to these questions. The first is that the article in the New York Times has that title because for the majority of readers "video" is more familiar than "cinema;" or, to put it differently, "cinema" is actually identified with the electronic or digital image, as for the same majority-overwhelmingly so in the case of the younger generations-the very notions of film print or film negative (let alone the photochemical process) are no longer familiar concepts. 6 The next answer, which applies to the MediaArtHistories case, is that a video installation is "Art" with a capital A, while what we call "cinema" is, whether we like it or not and despite all our claims to the contrary, still seen by the nonspecialist as fundamentally a form of popular mass entertainment. And yet, what we are witnessing here are the specimens of a much wider phenomenon, something which audiovisual archives-especially governmental archives-are directly affected by in their strategies, policies, and operations, down to their very raison d'être. In a nutshell, "cinema" as many of us have known it does not count, and in a sense it doesn't exist any more, according to what may be regarded as another manifestation of the much-despised but omnipresent teleological view of history. Historians have recently begun to argue that the term "pre-cinema" is a misnomer, as it implicitly presupposes that "cinema" (or its historically determined "analog" incarnation) is the end of the road, the final milestone in the development of moving image technology; hence their choice of the more accurate but rather cumbersome term, "popular optical culture." What the New York Times article and the MediaArtHistory ad are telling us is that it is now our turn to be called specialists of a pre-something: that is, historians, archivists-maybe experts-of "pre-digital." I won't be surprised if the term becomes common currency in the course of our lifetime.
The ways in which this paradigm shift in the perception of cinema history is manifesting itself in national collecting institutions cannot be reduced to a single allencompassing formula. The most widespread-and rarely acknowledged-effect of this shift is, paradoxically, that film prints are beginning to be referred to as liabilities rather than valuable objects. I'm referring here to those archival institutions where the motivation for preserving films in their original medium on a systematic basis is beginning to fade, on the basis of the assumption-which is proving painfully correct-that these prints will never be presented in the traditional "photochemical" form. (Suomen Elokuva-Arkisto) has been renamed the National Audiovisual Archive. This means that our colleagues in Helsinki have begun collecting radio and television programs in addition to film, with an increased budget, more staff, and more space for their facility. This is wonderful news in the sense that the Finnish government is now responsible for a broader, unified, national audiovisual collection; after all, it is better to see a film archive expanding to the status of an audiovisual archive rather than annexed to some other organization. On the other hand, an expanded brief for the institution means that the attention of its managers is bound to be divided between different media, with the inevitable tensions (and budgetary reallocations) this might entail.
In Norway, the same consolidation of functions has been implemented in more common to all collecting organizations funded by governments. There are very good reasons for this, beginning with the fact that a government is keen to demonstrate to its taxpayers that their money has been well spent. In electoral terms, "access" is also an easier ticket to sell than, say, conservation or preservation. What a government generally means by "access" may be summarized in two words: digitization and Internet. And that's where things tend to become murky.
For the public servants operating in a governmental department, the distinction between "digital preservation" and "digitization" is too subtle to be noticed, let alone internalized; on the other hand, they are aware that "digitization" means "access," and are keen to insist that public collecting institutions embrace the digital gospel in the name of wider availability of the national collections. What seems more difficult for the bureaucrat or public opinion to comprehend is that regardless of the amount of money allocated to film and sound archives, there is no such thing as a simple answer to the question of how a national audiovisual collection can be made permanently available to the public by digital means. What's worse, the obstacles to the dream of the general availability of a national collection are built into the very fabric of the public authorities' own initiatives. The Dutch government has allocated 154 million euros for the digitization of the Dutch audiovisual collections. 10 The approach taken in the Netherlands translates more or less as follows: Take all this money, do the best you can under the circumstances, and see what happens next. The problem is that while there is a certain degree of consensus over the preferred format for digital audiovisual files, there is no clear idea, let alone agreement, about the mechanism to be put in place for archiving digital files and periodically migrating them-that is to say, a system that doesn't exclusively rely upon the interests of software manufacturers or media producers.
What the Dutch government believes to have supported with its extraordinary financial effort is a long-term (if not definitive) measure, while it is in fact only the beginning of an adventure into terra incognita. And we're talking about the largest amount of money ever given by a public body for the so-called "digitization" of an entire national collection, an unprecedented move in the audiovisual domain. In Great Britain, the Meanwhile, what better endowed organizations can do is to "digitally preserve" (whatever that means) those works originally produced in electronic media in their original formats, such as 2-inch tape, 1-inch tape, and U-matic, which have already become so obsolete that the chances of preserving them will become close to nil within the next few years or so. But, again, this is not precisely what governments want to hear.
Their idea is that once digitization is achieved, the need to handle analog carriers will no longer be a concern. This is familiar territory for moving image archivists, as they know The industry is coming to terms with the harsh reality that storing moving images in CHERCHI USAI 12 digital form presents multiple drawbacks. It has a much higher cost than preserving analog works, and there is no guarantee that the ongoing migration of digital data from one format to the next will be sustainable from either a financial or a conservation standpoint. The report recognizes that "more than 100 years after its introduction, 35mm film is the shining example of a standardized and sustainable format that is widely adopted, globally interoperable, stable, and well understood . . . If we allow the historical phenomenon of technological obsolescence to repeat itself, we are tied either to continuously increasing costs-or worse-the failure to save important assets."
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In short, while the archives are struggling to establish their own digital strategies under severe pressure from their governing bodies, but remain with largely insufficient funds to implement them, the industry is beginning to look in another direction.
The AMPAS report also takes the daring step of questioning the value of Digital Cinema Initiatives (DCI), an industry group which was supposed to harness consensus around a given set of parameters for the exhibition of moving images by digital means.
It is interesting and important to note that these standards are based on speci- Digital Cinema that might one day have to be preserved in a digital archive. 13 On a political level, the report from the Science and Technology Council of the Academy is a landmark entry in the literature on audiovisual digital archiving. As such, it is also a potentially controversial statement, as it questions-from an industry perspective-the same assumptions on digital technology which the industry itself has formulated and successfully promoted over the past decade. From the standpoint of the archives, the "Deaccessioning" is an unfamiliar concept even for scholars who have some familiarity with film archives. Yet a Collection Policy chapter on the disposal of collection items is the litmus test for the cultural integrity of any professional collecting organization.
Such a chapter should define the parameters and the assumptions underlying the archive's decision to make part of the holdings redundant with regard to its institutional mission. It should put great emphasis on the responsibility and accountability of the archive's curators and administrators, as it envisages the possibility that a certain film never should have become part of the collection in the first place; that its preservation was once recognized as necessary, but that's no longer the case; or that the material in question is not a valuable archival artifact. A formal deaccessioning policy can also offer an important element of political protection to the curators, as it may prevent external forces from interfering with the cultural mission of the organization. In this sense,
ARE ALL (ANALOG) FILMS "ORPHANS"?
report comes as mixed blessing. On the one hand, one may already hear the veterans of the archival community read the document, just say "I told you so," and go on with their business. In the meantime, the status of analog or photochemical collections in the archives' vaults has become in itself a matter of contention. A tiny minority of wellfunded archives is continuing to preserve as much as possible via photochemical means, in the awareness that this will eventually become impossible; or, to put it differently, this archival elite is preparing to present itself as the last outpost of analog preservation capability, and their labs as the last places on earth where cinema will be preserved and treated on its own terms. But those archives where moving image and recorded sound collections stand side by side are already facing yet another dilemma. In recorded sound, there is no longer a viable analog preservation medium, and all conservation and access materials are produced digitally. There is no more debate in the recorded sound archival community on the issue of the analog vs. the digital experience, as the necessity of the latter is widely considered a fait accompli. Conversely, in the family of moving image collecting institutions, the feeling that there is just too much to be preserved is now providing new justification for the claim that maybe archives have acquired too much material and it is now time to revisit their strategies.
A ghost is haunting the moving image archival community: the ghost of deaccessioning, the institutional process of divesting the archive from the responsibility of preserving and making accessible part of its own collections. What can we do to protect this massive population of orphans, in addition to the seemingly obvious (yet contested) determination not to throw them away? Aside from pretending to destroy them by chopping up plastic dummies, or putting them on boats across the ocean before they are recycled as low-cost fuel, one may foresee the imperative of archives taking some other kind of longer-range action. Its premise is the awareness that things have changed dramatically since the inception of national film archives as "generalist" collecting institutions. This may sound like a truism, but it is nevertheless worth recalling that there was a time-not so long ago-when the founders of the archival movement were claiming that collecting institutions should ideally preserve everything. The notion that all films should be saved has been quietly superseded by factual evidence, but it is still ingrained in the archives' mentality, so much so that it is still taken for granted, like the aspiration presiding over the current attempts to preserve (and make accessible) the Internet in its entirety. As a result, film archives still have the tendency to collect "everything", sometimes indiscriminately, just for the sake of an undefined posterity.
By not asking what posterity may or may not want, are we refraining from our responsibility as curators, administrators, and cultural managers?
"orphans" (should they be retained, destroyed, or replaced with clones?) is to seek new terms of engagement with archiving moving images in a public institution. 17 This implies a renewed commitment to cultivate and engage with curatorship, to come to terms with the fact that curatorship makes archives and museums accountable for their choices.
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Instead of being feared, this accountability should be welcomed and embraced in at least two ways. First, by learning or refining the art of selecting what should become part of a moving image collection. This also means being able to justify curatorial choices in a coherent and persuasive manner, without assuming that the line of reasoning implicit in a given selection may be accepted by those who don't know the intricacies involved in building and developing a collection. Secondly, curatorial choices should address with equal energy and determination not only which materials should be retained, but also which carriers or formats should represent the moving image work chosen for preservation. To paraphrase, using the current fashion in terminology: we must cope with the curatorial selection of "content," and the "platforms" on which that content should be retained. This may not be enough to save all the film orphans, but it will at least give us a chance to set the record straight, and make collecting institutions feel responsible for the destiny of their analog collections, instead of being passive witnesses of the verdict.
Public archives of recorded sound were never seen by the general public as an obvious source of access; YouTube and the Internet Archive are now the handwriting on the wall in our own field, the signals that moving image archives as we know them today may become equally irrelevant in the not-too-distant future. Here's a chance to prove that they can still make a difference. 
NOTES

